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porations and individuals who are similarly situated and bear the same relation 
to the streets of the city. The rule of equality and uniformity is not evaded, 
nor does the ordinance unjustly discriminate against any individual or corpora- 
tions." 

The right of a municipal corporation to compel the abutter to clear the snow 
from the sidewalk, is discussed in 4 Va. Law Beg. 540, 547. 



Removal of Causes — Suits Between Parties Non-Resident of District 
where Brought. — The Act of Congress of August 13, 1898 (25 Stat. 433, c. 
866), which forbids the bringing of suits in Federal courts otherwise than in the 
district of which the plaintiff or the defendant is an inhabitant, must be con- 
strued as according a privilege to the defendant, which may be waived. And a 
citizen of a State who is sued in the courts of a State of which he is neither a citi- 
zen nor a resident, by a non-resident of that State, may remove the case to the 
Federal circuit court of the district wherein the suit was originally brought. 
Memphis Sav. Bank v. Houchens (C. C. A.), 115 Fed. 96. Citing Trust Co. v. 
McOeorge, 151 U. S. 129 ; Railway Co. v. MeBride, 141 U. S. 127; Kansas City & 
T. B. Co. v. Lumber Co., 39 Fed. 3. 



Kemoval of Causes— Effect of Consent to Further Time to Plead. — 
In Muir v. Preferred See. Ins. Co., 53 Atl. 158, the Supreme Court of Pennsyl- 
vania considered the effect of a stipulation between counsel extending the time 
for filing an answer or plea to the declaration or complaint, and incidentally, 
therefore, for filing a petition for removal to the Federal court. Mitchell, J., 
delivering the opinion of the court, approving the rule that such a stipulation 
would extend the time for removal, said, after citing Martin v. B. B. Co., 151 
U. S. 673, and Bailway Co. v. Brow, 164 TJ. S. 271, which he declared not closely 
analogous: 

"The practice under the act of Congress is not at all uniform. The cases in 
the United States courts are numerous and conflicting. In Spangler v. Bailroad 
Co. (C. C. W. D. Mo. 1890), 42 Fed. 305, it was held that the act of Congress 
fixes the time for removal peremptorily as of the date when the state statute 
first requires an answer or plea, and that no order of court can enlarge the time 
of removal, even though the state statute expressly fixes the time to plead with 
a proviso, 'unless longer time be granted by the court.' This is the most 
stringent construction of the statute that we have seen, and from this what we 
may call the ' strict decisions' vary all the way down to Schipper v. Cordage Co. 
(C. C. S. D. N. Y. 1895), 72 Fed. 803, which holds that an order of court ex- 
tending time to answer will extend the time of removal, though a mere agree- 
ment or stipulation of the parties will not. See Austin v. Oagan (C. C. N. D. 
Cal. 1889), 39 Fed. 6?6, 5 L. E. A. 471 ; Fox v. Bailroad Co. (C. C. W. D. N. C. 
1897), 80 Fed. 945; Martin \. Carter (C. C. D. Mont. 1891), 48 Fed. 596; Velie 
v. Indemnity Co. (C. C. E. D vV'is. 1889), 40 Fed. 545 ; and Mining Co. v. Hunter 
(C. C. W. D. S. D. 1894), J Fed. 305. 

"On the other hand, courts of equal authority have held entirely different 
views. In Wilcox & Qibbs Guano Co. Phmwc Ins Co. (C. C. D. S. C. 1894), 60 
Fed. 929, it was held that the extension of the statutory time to plead by special 



